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ABSTRACT

This research study was underteken in the fall‘.
of 1975 at William Rainey Harper Community College,
Palatine, Illinois. The study was undertaken to resbond
to student criticism regarding the lack of use of behavioral
objectives in Child Psychology and to ascertaiﬁ if the
use of behavioral objectives would be a moré effective
delivery system than the traditional lecture, note-taking
method. Many of the students had taken introductory psychologj
classes wh®ch had used behavioral obhjectives and the students
were very pleased with that delivery system.

The research project was divided into two major
phases, the first of which was to create and design an
‘entire sixteen -week hehavioral objectives package that
_could be used in Child Psycholdgy. The second phase was
to set up a comparison hetween the students using the
newly designed behavioral‘objectives and the students
using the traditional lecture approach, to determine -
whicﬁ of the two delivery systems would provide the
greatest student achievement.

| The Experimental Class used the behaviovral ob-
jectives system and the two Control Classes used the

lecture method. The students selected these classes,




having no prio¥ knowledge that they would be partici-
pating in the PPoject. The Experimental Class wags com-
posed primgrilY of thé traditional college Sophomore,
eighteen to twélty years o0ld, daytime student, middle
class, ;ﬁburban white. There were forty-four students
enrolled. The Control Class #1, compossd «f forty pre-
dominantly middle aged married, suburban, upper middle
class white feM8les, met in the evening. The clags met
at a satellite lOcation off campus. The Control (lass
#2 was composed'Of thirty-two heterogeneous white suiburban
college sophomOTe gtudents. The class met Saturdays on
Harper's cgmpu$:

The thfeedclasses took pre- and post-tests to
ascertain if tP®re was any significant difference in
the factual knowledge among the three classes prior td
inst¢ructior, ané lmmediately after instruction. A1l
behavioral objeéftives design material for the entire
Child Psycholog?d course. The differences on these teéts
were analygzed bhbough the use of the t-Test. ﬁThe g-Test
analysis was al®0 ygsed to Getermine if significant differences
existed between theg four unit tests taken by the three
classes. A chi~Square analysis was conducted to getermine

if a si’gni.{‘icant dirference existed in retention rates

o>
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between the Experimental and Control Classes #1 and #2.

The students of the three classes evaluated
both the instructors and the delivery systems through the
Il1linois Course Evaluation Questionnaire. Separate
ratings were obtained for the method of instruction and the
evaluation of the teaching effectiveness of the individual
instructors. |

The instructor of the Control Classes preferred
to teach by the lecture approach and this was the method
he had decided wouid be most suitable for college instruction.
Different instructors were chosen in order to keep the
preferences of one ihstructor from entering the research
design, if he taught both methods. As indicated earlier,
both instructoi's preferred teéching in their own styles and
‘hoth instructors were aware that a course evaiuation would
‘_be done by the students.

The data suggest.. that the students in the Experi-
mental Class out-performed the students in the two Control
Classes on the pre- and post-test as well as on the four
unit examinations throughout the semester.

The retention rates, the number and percentage of
students who remain in the class, showed that more students
remained in the Experimental Class until the completion of

the semester - more than in the two Control Classes.

(1]



The C.E.Q. (University of Illinois Course Evalua-
tion Questionnaire) indicated that thevstudents in the
Experimental class rated their instructor higher than did
the students in the two Control Clag;eé. The study shduld
be replicated in order to rule out the independent variable

of instructor personality affecting the ratings.




The Behavioral Objectives Delivery System:
Development and Evaluative Comparison
To the Traditional Lecture Method
In Child Psychology

By

Michael Vincent Ostrowski

May, 1977

The lack gfma behavioral objebtives upproach
in the Child Psychology courses at William‘Rginey
‘Harper College, Palétine, Illinois, has bsen a problem.
The feedback from the studerts centered around the
issue of a lack of clearly defined behavioral objectives
for the entire course, & lack which tended to leave
them confused regarding the goals which they had been
expected to achieve in order 'to successfully negotiate
the course.. The negative comments were coming from
former students who had previously-taken the Introduction

to Psychology course, taught by behavioral objectives.
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They had praised the behavioral objectives delivery system
that was used by the majority of the instructors in that
area.
Students who had taken the Child Psychology
course complained that the téachers were frequently
A not adequately organized; they rambled frequently from
assigned topics; the exam questioﬁs were often un-
related to the lecture or discussion material; and lecturs
and text materisls were contradictory and'wgnt‘unciari-
fied prior to examinations. The Dean of the Transfer
Division had also distributed negative:student letters
complaining about lack of clear objectives in the course.
It appeared that the traditional lecture, note-
taking delivery system for the "new students" of the
cormunity college was inappropriate and,invpart contri-
buted to lower scores on unit tests and untimately, to
a higher dropout rate. To resolve this problem, sixteen>
units of behavioral objectives, each having twenty-five
objectives, to cover the entire course supplemented with”Mﬂ

the text, Child Psychology, Behavior and Development by

Johnson and Medinnus (197u) were designed. These be-

~havioral objectives were uéed in one class, the Experi-.
" mental Class,uthat was taught in the fall of 1975. Two
other classes‘using the lecture, note-takiﬁg system and

the Johnson and Medinnus text acted as:the controls. The

8
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sixteen units corresponded to a sixteen wiek semester,
and the rate of instruction was a unit or chapter per week.
The students in the three classes wWersé given
a pre= and post-test and four unit exams, eath one
covering four chapters of the text and the behavioral
objectives. The Experimentai Class test results were
compareduto the Control Classes #1 and #2 using‘the
statistical method of Student's t-Test to ascertain
if there were any significuht difference in performance
hetween the classes on their examinations. A1l t-Test
analyses were conductéd at the .05.1evei of significance.
| The pre-test of ability was administered on the
first day of class in August, 1975 and indicated the |
followihg: the t-Test analysis between the Experimental
Class and the Control Class #1 shéwed that there was a

significant difference in knowledge of factual material

pertaining to child development, in favor of the Control
Class #1. The second t-Test was conducted between the
Experimental Class aﬁd Control Class #2 and showed that
there was no significant difference between the Experi-
mental Class and Control Class #2, on the amount of
factual material that the students possesséd in the two

classes.
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TABLE 1

PRE-TEST RESULTS
STUDENT SCORES PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

Mean
S.D.
Median
Mode
Range

N

Experimental Class Control Class #1

39.7 , 43.5
7.2 . 7.2
10 s
14O, L7¥ 42, L5©
26 35

Ly ' 3k

Control Class #2
L2.88
11.7
s
L5
55
27

“"Bi-modal scores.

Analysis of the Pre-Test Results

The first t-Test analysis between the Experi-

mental Class and the Control Class #l for the pre-test

indicated a t valus of 2.28 (7¢ d4.f.).

According to the tables (Edwards, 196l) at the

.05 level of significance, any t value greater than

1.96 was necessary in order to show a significant

difference in the performance between these two classes.

It méy be concluded that there is a significant difference

in the performance hetween the Experimental €lass and

Control Class #1 in favor of Control Class #1 (see Table 1).

10



One possible explanation for the highef score
in the Monday evening Control Claés was the fact that
over three quarters of the gtudents of that class were
maﬁure, adult females. Most of these women had children
of their own, and had done rathér extensive reading in child
dévelopment. There were three males in the cléss. On the
other hand, the Tuesday Experimental Class ‘was composed
of typical college sophomores, for the most part, approx-

imately eighteen to twenty years of age, single and without

children.
The secohd t-Test unalysis was conducted between
the Experimental Class and Control Class #2. This pro-
duced a t value of i.uo (69 d.f.). This value of 1.40
was below the .05 level. To show a significant difference
be tween the two classes, the level should have been 1.96
of greater. It may be concluded that there was no dif-
ference between the EXperimeﬁtal Class and Control Class #2.
A possivle explan§¥£5n for this was that the composition
of the two classes in terms of student age and sex dis-
tribution was closer to the adolescent, typical sophomore
community college student profile:
At the'completiOn of the coﬁrse,‘the post-test
was administered to three classes with the following

results: the first comparison was made between the

Experimental Class and Control Class #l1 and showed that

11



the Experimental Class performed significantly better on
the post-test than Control Class. #1 .

The second t-Test comparison was made between the
Expérimental Class and Control Class #2, and showed again
that the Experimental Class performed significantly

better on the post-test than did Control Class #2.
TAELE 2

UNIT TEST 1
STUDENT SCORES

Experimental Class Control Class #1 Control Class #2

Mean 87.97 66.38" | 66.32
s.D. 8,77 : 13.21 . 13.33
Median 90 69 - 68
Mode 92 | 77 | 71, 70,67

- Range L1 S| o 50

N 41 3L 25

Analysis of the First Unit Test

Results
The first comparison between the Experimental
Class and Control Clasé #1 showed‘a t value of 8.17 which
was significant at the P{ .01 level Of.significance (see

Table 2). According to the tables (Edwards, 196L4), any

12
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t score over 1.96 would havé been significant. 1In

the second comparisog between the Experimental Class

and Control Clasé #éwfor the first unit test, the t -
value was 7.23 (6L d.f.). This, agaln, was significant

at the P .0l level of significance. The‘results show
that after the first examination the Experiméntal Class,
using the behavioral obj ctives, did perform significantly
better‘than either one of the two Coﬁtrol Classes that
were being taught by the traditional lecture, note-

taking system.
TASLE 3

UNIT TEST 2
STUDENT SCORES

—

Experimental Class Control {lass #1 Control Class #2

Mean 87.27 6ly.58 67.56
S.D. 8.13 1L.19 13.51 -
Medisan 90 | 67 69
Mode 90,92 . 66,68,77 58
Range 33 59 Ly
N 43 31 23

13
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knalysis of the Second Unif Testv
- Results

In the second comparison between the Experimentél
Glass and the Control Class #2, the t value was 7.40
(6ly d.f.). This was significant at the P .05 level.
In conclusion, analyses of the second test results between '
the Experimental Ciass and Control Classes #1 and #2
show that the students have consistently performed better
by using the behavioral objectives than did the students
in either of the two Control Classes, taught by the

traditional lecture method.
TABLE U

UNIT TEST 3
STUDENT SCORES

-

Experimental Class Control Class #1 Control Class #2

Mean ©93.36 66.82 6ly.31
S.D. 5.38 | . 12.04 1. 75
Median = 9L 70 6l
Mode 93 17 - 60
Range 25 | L5 5l
N 33 28 | 22

14
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Analysis of the Third Unit Test

Resulﬁs

There is a significant difference between the

Experimental Class and the Control Class #1, at the P

.001 level. One may conclude that the differences are

significant.

In the‘comparison between the Experimental Class

and Control Class #2, the t valuée was 10.36 (53 d.f.).

The probability of t being greater than or equal to

10.36 (53 d.f.) was P .001, again significant. -

The students in the Exberimental Class obtained

significantly higher mean and mode scores than students

in Control Classes #1 and #2.

TABLE 5

UNIT TEST L
STUDENT SCORES

Mean
S.D.
Median
Mode

Range

ra— -—

Experimental Class Control Class #1

85.4 70.4
8.50 11.8

88 70

88 69,70, 73

40 L7

11 | 31

Control Class #2
73.4762
13.4262
Tl

6l,74,75585
53
21
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Anaglysis of the Fourth Unit Test
Results

The fourth unit examination, ¢overing Chapters
13-16,mwas administered in late December. The first
E}anaiysis between the Experimental Class and the Con-
trol Class #1 indicated a t value of 6.20 (70 d.f.).

This indicated the difference between the Experimental
Class and the Control ©lass #1 was significant at the

P{ .001 level (see Tabla 5). The second t test analysis
was conducted between the Exberimental Class and Con-

trol Class #2. The t value between these two classes

was 4,.27 (60 d.f.). This indicated a high degree of
significance at the P .001 level. Again, one may conclude
fhat the Experimental Class psiformed significantly better
on the fourth examination-than fhe students in Control
Class #1 and Control Class #2. )

The significant differénce in retention rates
was established through a chi-square analysis. In the
Experimental Class, Ul students started the class and 41
completed. In Control Class #1, L0 started the class and
29 completed it. In Control Class #2, 32 students started
the class and only 21 completed the post test. In other
words, 93% of the students in the Experimental Class
completed the course, whereas only 72% completed it in
Control Class #1, and approximately 65% of the students

in Control Class #2 compieted the course.

16
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TABLE 6
CHI -SQUARE ANALYSIS TO TBST
FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF RETENTION RATES

Retention
Exp. C1 . 02
Yos 11 (34.52 24 ‘ 31,38 | 5 (25.10 o
No 3 \ 9.48 11 (8.62 11 6.9 - 2z
Total ‘ ‘
Students L Lo 32 , !116
2 _
X R = 7.38

Calculated X? = 9,61

Re ject ifr
x2 > x4,

Analysis of Chi-Square four Retention Rates

Subje¢ting the.retentioh rates to the statistics
of chi-square analysis for significance, it can be
established that the number of students who remained in
the Experimental Clasé was significantly higher than the
number of students who remained in either one of the Control
Classes. The formula that was used for the chi-square
analysis was > (f, - ¢ 2 é ‘The calculatéd

e
X T
e
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chi-square was 9:61 which was significéntly higher than
“hat required of'?.38 (2 d.f., Tate, 1965). This indi-
cates signiricants gt the .05 level.

TABLE 7

POST-TEST RESULTS
STUDENT ScoARES AFTER INSTRUGTION

B £ —_— ——
Experimental ¢iass Control Class #1 €ontrol Class #2
Mean 71.9 . 60.58 - 63.09
S.D. 18.02 12,86 _ 15.29
Median 76 62 63
Mode 7, 76,82, 90" 59,61,63,67, 68" 63
Range \ 70 . L7 62
N il 29 21
o~

*In this distrivtion there were several scdres that had
the same frequenty,
Agélx§;§_of the Post-Teét"
Results ‘

At the co™Pletion of the course, after the fourth
quarteriy examination was c0nducted,'and on the same day,
students in gll Pthree classes were réquired to take the
post-test evgluatlion., This was the examination which
the students had taken prior to having any type of in-

strﬁétion at all in the course. The students were told

18 .
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thét theéir” grades would not be affected by the out~omes
on the tests (both pre-, and post-tests), and they would
not receive any points toward their final grade in the
course.

The first pcst-test t analysis comparison was
made between the Experimental Class and Control Clasé
#1 (see Table 7). A t value was 2.90 (68 ¢.f.) was
obtained. This was significant at the .01 level of
significancé. Thﬁs, the Experimental Class scored higher
than the'Cdntrol Class #1 on the post-test, even though
the Control Class #1 began thé semester with = significantly
higher score on the pre-test. The second post-test t
comparison was made between the Experimental Class and
Control Class #2. The t value was 1.93 (60 d4.r.).
This was significant at the .05 level. Thus, the Ex-
perimental Class again scored higher on the post-test
than Control Class #2.

The mean and mode scores in the Experimental
Class were significantly higher than the scores of Con-
trol Classes #1 and #2. The higher mean and mode scores
of the Experimental Class were obtained even though
the standard deviation and range scores in the Experimen-
tal Class indicated greater variance among the students.

It was later &scertained that some students did not try

19
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to do as well as they might have, knowing that the post-A
test score did not affect their grades;

iﬂé mean score for the Experimental Class on‘

the pre-test was 39.7 and cn the post-test it ﬁas 71.9,
“thus gaining an average of 32.2 points throughout‘the
course. The mean score for tht Control Class #1 on the
bre—test was AB.S, and the mean ucore on the post-test
was 60.58, or a gain of 17.08 points throughout the
entire semester. Thus, the Experimental Class scored
almost twice as well as Control Class #1l.

The mean score for Control Class #2 on the pre-
test was [;2.8, and the mean score for the élass on the
post-test was 63.0, or a gain of 21 points. This, in
comparison to the 32.2 point gain of tﬁe Experimental

Class, shows a difference in favor of the Experimental

Class. -
In conclusion, even though the Experimentai Class
was at scmewhat of a handicap initially; that is, the
Control Class #1 performed somewhat better than the
Experimental Class on the pfe-test, the Experimental
Class completed the course showing a sighificant gain
over both the Control Classes.

The results of this study tend to indicate that

the hehavioral obhjectives delivery system produces superior

A,

20
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results o&ep the traditibnal lecvure, note-taking
delivery system. ‘
Additionally, attitudes of “he students towards
the teacher of the courses may be affected by the be-
havioral objectives delivery system, as indicated by
the higher student ratings for the instructbr in the
Experimental Class over the student ratings for the
instructor in the Control Class, as measured by the

University of Illinois Course Eﬁaluation Questionnaire.

TARLE 8

MERMAC TEST DATA, €.E.Q. #73, INSTRUCTOR RATING
REPORTED IN PERCENTAGES: FALL, 1975

— -
——— pu—

Experimental Control #1 Control #2
Excellent  0.83 0.07 . 0.00
Very Good 0.1k 0.11 - 0.43
Good 0.00 . : 0.22 0.33
Fair 0.03 0.33 0.2l
Poor‘ 0.00 0.19 - 0.00

- Very Poor 0.00 0.07 0.00
Mean 5.76% | 3.33% b.19%
S.D. .6l ©1.33 .81

N 29 27 . 21

2 N

“A maximum score is 6.00.

21
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Analysis of Student Ratings of Instructors
by Percentage

When comparing the student ratings of the in-
structor in the two control classes, thé mean rating
for the instructor in the Control Class #l was,3;33
whereas the mean student rating fof the4instrucfor in
the Control Class #2 was L.19. “Tﬁe instructor who taught
the Experimental Class received a mean over-all ratiné
~of 5.76. Thus, there is a difference in the rating, with
a strong preference in favor 6f thé instructor Feaéhing
the Experimental‘Class. The results appear to support the
correlation between scores .students receive on unit tests
end their ratings of the coﬁrse instructors. There is
a greater positive relationship between scores earned
by students iﬁ the Experimental Class on unit tests and
pre- and post-tests and students' evaluatiohs*of‘the effec~-
tiveness of their instructofl

TABLE 9
ILLINOIS COURSE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTOR RATING RESULTS: FALL, 1975

Experimental Control #1 Control #2
Instructor Instructor Instructor

N=29 N=27 - N=21
- Subscales Subscales Subscales
General Attitude 3.74 2.51 3.00

< 22
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TARLE 9
(CONTINUED)
Me thod 3.66 . : 1.87 2.4
Content 3.68 2.36  2.75
Interest | 3.62 2.8 2.7
Instructor, General 3.7.L 2.20 - 2.6l
Instructor, Specific 3.73 ' 2.77 B.Qu
Total 3.69% 2.40% 2.79"

*out of a possible L4.0.

The instructor of the Experimental Class re-
ceived an over-all student evaluation of 3.69 (out of
a possible }j.0) whereas the instructor of Control Classes
#1 and #2 received over-all ratings of 2.4,0 and 2.79
respectively.

This study should be replicated in order to
rule out the possibilities of differences being the
result of personality factors of the two instructors.

It would be advisable to obtain two instructors whose
past histories showed similar or equal C.E.Q. student
ratings so as to be sure that neither instructor had an
advantage over the other at the beginning of the course.
‘TABLE 10 |
ILLINOIS COURSE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
METHODOLOGY SCORES™

23
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' TABLE 10

(CONTINUED)
Question | Experimental Control Cbntrol’

: # o #2

1. I would like to take an- , -
other course taught this way. .90 Ol .00
3. I would have preferred
another method of teaching ‘ ‘
in this course. .10 ‘ .93 67
8. I learned more when other ‘ :
teaching methods are used. .10 .85 .72
12. I would rather not take
another course from this in- '
structor., ) .06 .60 .33
19. I think that the course - ',
was taught quite well. . W97 .30 ‘ .62

*Percentages of students reporting.

Anaglvysis of Methodologx_Respdnses

There appears to be a student preference towards
the use of the behavioral objectives deliverj system, as
indicated in the student responses to the Questionnaire
item "Method" (see Table 9). The Experimental Class |
received a 3.66 (out of a possible I1.0) whereas the two
Control Classés received ratings for the mefhod 6f pre-
sentation of 2.4li and 1.8#. It is interesting that the
scofe of 1.87 was the loﬁest rating éiven By the‘students
and this is related to the method of presentétion. The

students even rated the‘content lower in the two control

24
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classes, though the content and.texts for:the control‘
“and exberimental classes were the same. | i |

There was also ahconsiderable difference in the 
~ratings for the interest the*instructor showed in;his‘
teaching (see Table 9, p. 17);‘again'the ratings weree
in favor of the Experimental‘Class;’

Item 12 might indicate‘a stronger student liking.'
for the Experimental Class‘instructor.overjthe Control
Classes #1 and #2 instructor. This‘possihie”student
like or dislike of the‘instructors-may create a*halo
effect that tends to contaminate the students'wnercep-
tions of other aspects (such as methodology) of the
course. The students! feellngs may be so strong‘that
their judgment of other aspects of the course may become
tainted, making their unbiased evaluation . 1mpossible.

- According to Roueche (1975) the students will
tend to show a liking for the instructor who allows
them to feel that they have control over their own success
in the course. It is possible, however, that the use of
behavioral objectives in the Experimental Ciass thus‘ m
conveyed that feeling to the students. This latter
observation is not to suggéest a cause and effect re-
lationship, but merely to suggest that a positive |

relationship between attitudes toward methodology and

instructor exists.

25
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Conclusions

The data from the Illinois Course Evaluation
Queétionnaire suggest that students favor the behavioral
objectives aelivery system. | |

The results of the Illinois Course Evaluation
"Q;estionnaire indicate that the students in the Experi-

mental Class rated the use of behavioral objectives highly;

“!They also stated that they would like to have additional
courses taught in the behavioral objectives féShion.
The results of the qﬁestionnaire.aiso indicated"
that students in the Control Classes disiiked the lecturé
delivery system and would not like to take additionall
courses taught in this manner. | |

- _ Hypothesis‘A‘;— There will be no significant.

difference between the traditional lectufe,,note-takiﬁg
classes and the behavioral;objecti?es cléss on fhe mean
scores of fhe unit examinations in Child Psychology,

is rejected. The data indicate that the students

using the traditional lecture, note-taking approach did
not score équally as high as studenté uéing behavioral
objectives in any one of the four unit examinatidns; The
students in the traditional lecture, in fact, reéeivgd

significantly lower mean scores on all four unit examina-

o
(=]
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tions than did the students in the Experimental Class; H

Hypothesls B -- There will be no signiflcant

~difference between the traditlonal lecture, note taklng

classes ‘and the behavioral obJectives class on the re~

tention‘rate, 1s re jected. The percentage of students

in the traditional, lecture class completing the course
was lower than that of students in the behaVioral objectives
class.‘ The behav1oral obJectives class had 9&% of the
students complete the course, whereas the traditional
lecture, note-taking classes had 72% (Control Class #l),
and 65% (Control Class #2). The chi- square analysls'
indicated a significant difference in the retention |
rates between the‘Experimental Class and‘thé'Control
Classes in favor of the Experimental Class. The‘signi-
ficance was established at the .05 level.

Hypothesis C -- There will be no significant
difference between the traditional lecture;;note4taking‘
classes and the behav1oral objectives class on the mean

scores of pre- and post-tests, is re jected. The students

in the traditional lecture classes did not show as high
a gain as the students in the Ekperimental Class.

It may be concluded from the statistical analyses

thatmthe behavioral objectives delivery system may be

more effective in producing better exemination performance

-
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and retention of material over the course,uthan the
traditional lecture, note-taking method.

If one concludes that one of the main functions
of a eommunity college is to salvage and retain students,
then the behavioral objectives delivery_system would
appear to better perform these functions than the
traditional lecture, note-taking system, a system which
appears to produce more lower scores and student

dissatisfacticn.

Implications

The importance of these findings and thevimpli-
cations are, of course., that 1f the de31re for students
to actually retain more information and get moxe from each
class is a proper_goal, it would be‘adv1sable to use the
behavioral objeetives_delivery system, rather than the
traditional'1ecture;enote—taking system‘when dealing with
a communi ty co]lege's students.

It appears thet students who are taught by a-
behavioral obJectlves approach tend to ebtaln higher
bscores on unit examinations. These students appear also
to have pOsitive‘feelings towards the cdurse‘and the
instructor, and thelr retentlon 1s better.

The 1mp11cat10n for the. Psychology Department

and the Social Science Division is that if students are

28



-23-

to be attracted to the‘disciplines in the Sooial‘Science‘

Division in a time of shrinking student enrollment, the
departmental and divisional teaching practices”Should‘
consider the use of behav1oral obJectives in order to
better meet the . needs of community college students.‘

Departments and divisions quickiy acquire,reputations

PR
s e

through the students!' informal communication system.‘

CopE

The students‘communicate among themselves‘regarding which
areas to‘avoid, or which courSes are‘most-enjojahie,
beneficial and equitable‘in‘terms of‘the'stﬁdents' ability
to negotiate them. It would appear that this study
suggests one direction the department and:division may
riove in order to maintain high student snrollments and
high success rates. | |

The inherent problems in this study included the.
selection of two different instruotors.-vConsequently‘ y )
the personality differences were not controlled; The
condition which may have ocourred was that the instructor
in the Experimental Class may have been more enthusiastic,
for example, and thus created another independent variable
that may have had an effect on the dependent variable -~
student achievement. It was decided, however, that the
approach of using two instructors would oreate less bias -
than having all classes taught by the‘same‘instructor.

It is also conceivable that the instructor in the Experi-

29
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mental class had greater charisma than the instructor

of the Control Classes. \This might have produced a
halo effect that sufficiently biased the stﬁdents in
their judgmeht in the C.E.Q. evaluations. The Experi-
mental Class instructor might have had a greater ability
to be more‘enthusiastic,‘supportive and encouraging. He
might have been better able to inspire confidence in
students regarding their course success. These might
have been other independent variables that were not

‘controiled.

The writer is aware that the significant in-
dependent variable of teacher personality was not con-

- trolled for and consequently may be an intervening vari-
ble that, in part, brought,about‘the superior achievement
of the students in fhe Experimental Class. Knowing thaf
the personality-of the instructors may have had an effect
on‘the results of this study, the writer would still
recommend the use of behavioral objectives. The behavioral
objectives method 1) helps tq datermine specific material
which will be taught 2) zids the instructor who tends to
wander and become distracted'while'teaching the material
of the course 3) alloiws an instructor to move in é time
frame that assures the completion of the course material

'bi the end of the semester l) prevents a small percentage
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of students from monopolizing time with personal and
ofter irrelevant discussion §5) is teachable, and the -
results of teaching through'behavioralndbjéctivés can
be measured.

In a replication study, it would be impera-
tive to select two instructors whose ratings on the
Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire‘wefé équai or.
similar on past pérformance. The instructér's past
course evaluations appear to be a factor that shQu1d def-
initely be controlled. in a follow-up study. |

Certainly another consideration for the future
would he to attempt to schedule the Experiméntal and: Con-
trol Classes within similar time frames during the day-
time. The importance of scheduling the Contrbl and Ex-
perimental Classes on the same days and same times is
to ensure a more homogeneous student population in terms
of age, sex and background as well as full time sonrollment
status. These inderendent variables may have biased the
éamples chosen for this study and thus the samples-may-
not be truly equal to each other.

In the future, a follow-up study could be made
of these students to see how‘many‘of the studénté ih the
three classes enrolled in additional psychology classes
of an advanced nature. This enrollment may be construed
as an indication of the studenfs' pleasufe and satis-

faction with the course and the motivation for their
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taking more courses in this particular‘discipline.
”Anotherwsuggestionifor future research:in this
area that wonld aodress itself to the possible contamina-
tion due to teacher personality would be to attempt to
hold the variable of teacher personality constant. Al-
though it is true that a personable, organized, dynamic,
inspiring teacher may not‘need to use behavioral objectives
to do a creditable job, a future study should evaluate
the effects of behavioral objectives methodology with 1n-J
structors who do not possess the above characteristics.
That future study should involve‘faculty memhers who have
consistently received lower thanvaverage ratings on ti e
C.E.Q. or similar instrument. One approach would be to
have this select group of instructors teach for a semester
using their traaltional techniques and then to ‘compare |

that teaching to their teaching in a second semester when

~they use a behavioral objectives approach.

Factors which would need examination in the two
semester comparison could be l)‘changes‘in stndent
C.E.Q. evaluations 4) changes in student scores on
unit tests 3) ‘changes in student retention rates
i) comparison of student achievement, as measured by
pre-, post-test assessments for‘both semesters; With
this select group of instructors, the personality ad-

vantages would be held more constant.

82



BIBLIOGRAPHY :

'Alpran, M. and Baron, B G.‘"Deatn of the Behaviorai Ob-v
Jectives Movement." Intellect, 103 (November,
' 1974), 103-4.

Apt, L. "Behavioral Objectives and History.“ thgllggg,"Vf“'
101 (April, 1973), 445-7. ‘ . -

Arnold, Thomas C. and Dwyer, Francis M. “Emperical
Evaluation of the Use of Educational ObjJectives
as Guldelines for the. Development of Instructional EO
. Units."™ California Journal of. Educational Research L e
e 26 (Mav, Ievs),.lls-lle. : , R

Baker, Eva L. and Popham, W. James.. Expandin Dimensiohs"f;- |
of Instructional Objectives. EngIewooE CIIffs, :
' New Jersey: Prentice-HalIﬁ Inc., 1973.

- Bleom, Benjamin S. Handbook on Formative and Evaluation
.of Student Learn ng. New York: McGraw- R
1971, ‘ B

.. Taxonomv of Educational 0Ob eotives:.”Thev |
Classification of Educationa Goals.’,New York:
Longmans, Greense, 1956. ‘ ,

and Krathwold, David R. Taxonomv of Educational
Ob jectives. Handbook I, Cognltive Domain. New
York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1956, '

Booth, James. An Investigation of the Effects of Two
Types of Instructional Objectives on Student
Achlevement and Attitudes. Arlington, Va.: IR o
ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 092 999, g 'y
1973. .

Born, David G. and Herbert, Emily W. "A’Further Study‘
of Personalized Instruction for Students in Large
University Classes."™ The Journal of Experimental
Education, 40, #1 (Fall, 1971) ,

33




B

and Gledhill Stephen M. and Davis, Michael L.
"Examination Performance and Lecture-Discussion
and Personelized Instruction Courses." Journal
of Applied Behavior Analysis, 5 (1972), 33-43.

Cassel, R. N. "Fundamental Principles for Teaching by
Objectives.”" Peabody Journal of Education,
- 50 (October, 1972), 7 80

Cohen, Arthur M. and Brawer, Florence B. Confronting.‘
Identity. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972, : '

Cohen, Stuart J. and Hillman, Stephen B. The Effects
of Behavioral Objectives on the Acnievement of
Students Knowledgeable About the Use of Ob-

Jectives. Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Re-
production Service, ED 090 298, 1974. °

Combs, A.W. Educational Accountability from a Human-
1st1c Perspective." Educational Researcher,

Cross, K.vPatricia. -Beyond the Open Door. ~ San
Francisco: Jossey Bass, Inc., 1971.

Duchactel, Phillipe and Merrill, Paul. "The Effect.of
Behavioral Objectives on Learning: A Review of
Empirical Studies." Review of Educational
Research, 43, #1 (Winter, 1973), 53-790.

Ebel, R.D. "Evaluation and Educational Objectives."
‘ Journal of Educational Measurement, 10, (Winter,
1973), 273-9.

Edwards, Allen L. Experimental Design in Psychelogical
Research. New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston,
1964, : ‘ ‘ .

Ferster, C.B. "Individualized Instruction in a Largs
Introductory Psychology College Course.®
The Psychological Record, 18 (1968).

Fischer, Guerin. Interview;' William Reiney Herper
College; Palatine, Illinois; September, 19765.

34




Flaherty, T.F. "Behavioral Objectives: A Word of
Caution.," Contemporary Education, 46 (Fall,
1974), 16-18, ‘

Frey, Sherman. Teachers and Behavioral Objectives.
Arlington, Va,.,$: BERIC Document'Reproauction
Service, ED 088 849, 1973.

Gibson, Terry. Effect Upon Learnigg of Student

Knowledge and Acceptance of Behavioral Ob-
*ectiﬁes. Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Repro-
duction Service, ED 092 173, 1974.

Glaser, Robert. "Ten Untenable Assumptions of Colle
Instruction." Educational Record, 49 (1968
154—159. .

Gleazer, Edmund. Talk delivered to Nova University
: Seminar, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida. . August, 1975.

Gronlund, Norman E. Stating Behavioral Objecti?eé for
Classroom Instruction. New York: Macmillan,
1970.

Hayes, David and Steinmetz, Amber. "Behavioral Objectives: .
The Student Has Them But Does He Want Them?" ,
School and Community, 61 (January, 1975), 8.

Henson, Kenneth T. "Accountability and Performance
Based Programs in Education: Some Pros and Cons.".
Intellect, 102 (2 January, 1974), 250-2.

Herrscher, Barton R. Implementing Individualized In-
struction. Houston, Texas: Archem Company, 1971. ™ -

Hilton, E. "Some Cautions About Objectives." Instructor,
84 (November, 1974), 16. ) ‘

Holland, Reid. "Behavioral Objectives and Communi ty .
College History." Community and Juniocr College
Journal, 44 (April, 1974), 13-15. ,

Huck, Schuyler, and Hong, James D. "Effect of Behavioral
Objectives on Student Achievement."™ Journal
of Experimental Education, 42 (Fall, 1973), 40-41,




Iwanicki, Edward and Madaus, George. An Emperical Studx
of the Contribution of Behavioral Objectives to
Teaching and Learning. Arlington, Va.: ERIC
Document Reproduction Service, ED 094 003, 1974.

Johnson, Charles.'"Competency-Based and Traditional
Education Practices Compared." Journal of
Teacher Education, 25 (Winter, 1974), 355-356.

Johnson, Clifford C. and Sherman, Jack E. "“ffects of
Behavioral Objectives on Student Schievemsnt in
ISCS." Science Education, 59 (april, 1975),

177-180. o

Johnson, Ronald and Medinnus, Gene... Child Psychology,
Behavior and Development. New York: %IIey and
o., 1974. | |

Johnson, William G.: Zlotlow, Susan, Berger, Janice L,;
and Croft, Roxanne. "A Traditional Lecture
Versus a P S.I. Course in Personality; Some Com-
parisons." Teaching of Psychology,2, #4
(December, 1975), 156-8.

Judd, Wilson A. and others. Development and Formative
Evaluation of a Fine Module Computer-Managed
Instructional System for Educational Psychology.
Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 084 882, April, 1973.

Keller, Fred S. "Good-bye Teacher..."v Journal of Applied‘
Behavior Analysis, 1 (1968), 78-80, _

Kerlinger, Fred N. ed. Review of Research in Education.
Itasca, I1linois: F.E. " Peacock, 1975.

Kibler, Robert: Barker, Larry L., and Miles, David T.
Behavioral Ob jectives and Instruction. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1970, - . .. .

Kulick, Jamea A.” Undergraduate Education . in Psychology.-

- Washington D,C.,: AmeriEan Psychological Association,

1873.

36




McDowell, Thomas; and Sharbaugh, Marilyn. A Frogram
of Behavioral Objectives for the Students.
Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 088 259, 1973.

Mager, Robert F. Preparing Instructional Objectives.’
Palo Alto, California: Fearon Publishers, 1962.

Medsker, Leland. Talk delivered to Nova University -
Seminar, Ft. Lasuderdale, Florida. August, 1975.

Moore, William. Against the‘Odds. San Franclsco:
: Jossey Bass, 1970,

Novello, Frank V. "Behavioral Objectives: Validity
Through Verbs." Educational Technology, 15
(March, 1975), -22°7. ,

O'Banion, Terry. Talk delivered to Nova University
Seminar, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida. August, 1975.

Olsen, Robert C. "Comparative Study of the Effect of
Behavioral Objectives on Class Performance and
Retention in Physical Science." Journal of
Resegrch in Science TeachingL 10 #3 (1973),
271-2717.

Ostrowskl, Michael V. A Comparisonc:f Grades Students
Achieve at William Reiney Harper College and
How They Rate the Effectiveness of Their Instructor
at Mid Term During the Spring 1975 Semester.
Arlington, Ve.: ERIC Documeni Reproduc%ion Service,
ED 110 113, 19785.

Palinchak, Robert S. "Behavioral Objectives: To Be
‘ or Not to Be?" Improving College and University
Teaching, 23 (Simmer, 1975), 155-6.

Palmer, Ronald A. "Questions About Performance Objectives."
School and Community, 60 (March, 1974), .34.

Palﬁer, R. H. "200 Years BB (Before Bloom)." Educational
Technology, (January, 1974), 24-25.

37




Pasen, Robert and Roll, James. Behavioral Objectives
for Introductory Psychology. Dubuque, Iowa'
Kendall Hunt Publishing Co., 1972.

Posner, George J. and Strike, Kenneth A. "Ideology
Versus Technology: The Bias of Behavioral
Ob jectives," Educational Technology, 15
(May, 1975), ~28-34.

Poulliotte, Carol and Peters, Marjorie G. Behavicral
Objectives: A Comprehensive Bibliography.
Boston: Northeastern University, 1971.

Price, Nelson. Developing Performance Objectives.
Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 093 061, October, 1973.

Roueche; John E. Talk delivered to Nova Univei81ty
'~ Seminar, Ft., Lauderdele, Florida. August,
1975. 4

and Kirk, Wade R. Catching Up: Remedial
Education. San Francisco’ Jossey Bass, 1973.

Scriven, Georgia and Scriven, Eldon "Behavioral Ob-
‘ Jectives and the Learning Psyche." Clearing
House, 47 (May, 1973), 529~ 31.

Sheehan, T,J. "Why the Cool Reception to Behavioral
ObJectives in the University?" Educational
Technology, 14 (November, 1974), 54-55.

- Sherman, J. Gilmour, ed. Personalized System of In-
: struction. Menlo Park, CalifBrnia. W.A.
Ben jamin, Inc., 1974. '

Sheppard, W. C. and MacDermot, H. E. '"Design and
nvaluation of a Pro§rammed Course in Intro-
ductory Psychology. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 3 (1970), 5-11.

Shield, Theodore. An Evaluation of Achlevement by
the Use of Behavioral Objectives in an Audio-
Tutorlal Biological Science Class. Arlington,

. Va.: ERIC Document Repreagetlon Service, ED
089 9868, 1973,

38




[

Shugert, Disane. A Rationale for Curriculum Decisions
Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 027 294, 1968. :

Smith, E.P. "Selected*Characteristics of Teachers and
Their Preferences for Behaviorally Stated
Objectives.” Studies in Art Education, lh

" (Winter, 1973), 35-L6. ‘

Snider, Sarah. An Investigation of Cogpltive and
" Affective Learning Outcomes as a Result of
the Use of Behavioral Objectives in Teaching
Poetry. Arlington, Va.: ERIC Document Repro-
_duction Service, ED-092 936, 1973.

Tate, Merle W. Stat;stics in Education and Psychologv.
: New York: Macmillan, 1963* '

Vonk, H. G.. "Behavioral Objectives, Let ‘the Buyer
‘Beware.” The Clearing House. 47, #9 (May, 1973),

S43-h.

Wagener, Elaine. ”Accountability. ‘Do Behaviofsl
Objectives Help?” School and Community, 61

(April. 1975), 15.

Ware, William B.; Newell, John M.,. and Jester, R. Bmile.
"Role of Behavioral Objectives; A response to A.W.
ggmbs. Bducational Leadership, 30 (April, 1973),
7-7. '

ChEmART Iy
SURTOR S0 LRG0

e

39 R




